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Part I: Information obtained in these reviews 

Background 

On January 4, 2021, the U.S. International Trade Commission (“Commission”) gave 
notice, pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the Act”),1 that it had 

instituted reviews to determine whether revocation of the countervailing duty order on certain 

magnesia carbon bricks (“MCBs”) from China and the antidumping duty orders on MCBs from 
China and Mexico would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of material injury.2 All 

interested parties were requested to respond to this notice by submitting certain information 
requested by the Commission.3 4 The following tabulation presents information relating to the 

background and schedule of this proceeding: 

Effective date Action 

January 1, 2021 Notice of initiation by Commerce (86 FR 60, January 4, 2021) 

January 4, 2021 Notice of institution by Commission (86 FR 126, January 4, 2021) 

April 9, 2021 Commission’s vote on adequacy 

May 4, 2021 Commerce’s results of its expedited reviews  

August 17, 2021 Commission’s determinations and views 

 
 

1 19 U.S.C. 1675(c).  
2 86 FR 126, January 4, 2021. In accordance with section 751(c) of the Act, the U.S. Department of 

Commerce (“Commerce”) published a notice of initiation of five-year reviews of the subject antidumping 
and countervailing duty orders. 86 FR 60, January 4, 2021. Pertinent Federal Register notices are 
referenced in app. A, and may be found at the Commission’s website (www.usitc.gov). 

3 As part of their response to the notice of institution, interested parties were requested to provide 
company-specific information. That information is presented in app. B. Summary data compiled in the 
original investigations are presented in app. C. 

4 Interested parties were also requested to provide a list of three to five leading purchasers in the 
U.S. market for the subject merchandise. Presented in app. D are the responses received from purchaser 
surveys transmitted to the purchasers identified in this proceeding. 
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Responses to the Commission’s notice of institution 

Individual responses 

The Commission received one submission in response to its notice of institution in the 

subject reviews. It was filed on behalf of the Magnesia Carbon Bricks Fair Trade Committee 

(“the Committee”), an ad hoc association comprised of: Resco Products, Inc. (“Resco”), 
Magnesita Refractories Company (“Magnesita”), and Harbison Walker International, Inc. 

(“Harbison Walker”), domestic producers of MCBs (collectively referred to herein as “domestic 
interested parties”). 

A complete response to the Commission’s notice of institution requires that the 

responding interested party submit to the Commission all the information listed in the notice. 
Responding firms are given an opportunity to remedy and explain any deficiencies in their 

responses. A summary of the number of responses and estimates of coverage for each is shown 
in table I-1.   

Table I-1 
MCBs: Summary of responses to the Commission’s notice of institution 

Type of interested party 
Completed responses 

Number of firms Coverage 
Domestic: 

U.S. producer association 3 ***% 

Note: The U.S. producer association coverage figure is the estimated share of total U.S. production of 

MCBs in 2020 accounted for by its three members. The estimate was calculated as the quantity of 

reported production for Resco, Magnesita, and Harbison Walker (77,507 short tons) divided by total U.S. 

production derived from the domestic interested parties’ estimates (*** short tons). Domestic interested 

parties’ response to the notice of institution, February 3, 2021, exh. 1-2; and domestic interested parties’ 

supplemental response to the notice of institution, March 4, 2021, exh. 1. 

Party comments on adequacy 

The Commission received party comments on the adequacy of responses to the notice 

of institution and whether the Commission should conduct expedited or full reviews from the 

domestic interested parties. The domestic interested parties request that the Commission 
conduct expedited reviews of the antidumping and countervailing duty orders on MCBs.5 

 
 

5 Domestic interested parties’ comments on adequacy, March 18, 2021, pp. 2-3. 
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The original investigations and subsequent reviews 

The original investigations 

The original investigations resulted from petitions filed on July 29, 2009 with Commerce 

and the Commission by Resco Products, Inc., Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.6 On August 2, 2010, 

Commerce determined that imports of MCBs from China and Mexico were being sold at less 
than fair value (“LTFV”) and subsidized by the Government of China.7 The Commission 

determined on September 8, 2010 that the domestic industry was materially injured by reason 
of LTFV imports of MCBs from China and Mexico and subsidized imports of MCBs from China.8 

On September 21, 2010, Commerce issued its antidumping and countervailing duty orders with 

the final weighted-average dumping margins ranging from 128.10 to 236.00 percent (China) 
and 57.90 percent (Mexico) and net subsidy rates ranging from 24.24 to 253.87 percent 

(China).9 

The first five-year reviews 

On November 6, 2015, the Commission determined that it would conduct expedited 

reviews of the antidumping and countervailing duty orders on MCBs from China and Mexico.10  

On December 9, 2015, Commerce determined that revocation of the antidumping and 
countervailing duty orders on MCBs from China and Mexico would be likely to lead to 

continuation or recurrence of dumping and subsidization.11 On January 15, 2016, the 

 
 

6 Certain Magnesia Carbon Bricks from China and Mexico, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-468 and 731-TA-1166-
1167 (Final), USITC Publication 4182, September 2010 (“Original publication”), p. I-1. 

7 75 FR 45467, August 2, 2010; 75 FR 45097, August 2, 2010; and 75 FR 45472, August 2, 2010. 
8 75 FR 56556, September 16, 2010. Commissioner Lane, Commissioner Williamson, and 

Commissioner Pinkert determined that a domestic industry is materially injured by reason of subject 
imports of MCBs from China and Mexico. Chairman Okun, Commissioner Pearson, and Commissioner 
Aranoff determined that an industry in the United States was threatened with material injury by reason 
of imports of MCBs from China and determined that an industry in the United States was not materially 
injured or threatened with material injury, or that the establishment of an industry in the United States 
was materially retarded, by reason of imports from Mexico of MCBs. 

9 75 FR 57257, September 20, 2010 and 75 FR 57442, September 21, 2010. On July 20, 2015, the U.S. 
Trade Representative instructed Commerce to implement its determinations under section 129 of the 
Uruguay Round Agreements Act regarding the antidumping duty investigations on MCBs from China. 
The recalculated antidumping duty rates, as included in the final determinations ranged from 32.79 to 
33.28 percent for producers/exporters in China. 80 FR 45184, July 29, 2015. 

10 80 FR 74799, November 30, 2015. 
11 80 FR 76447, December 9, 2015. 
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Commission determined that material injury would be likely to continue or recur within a 

reasonably foreseeable time.12 Following affirmative determinations in the five-year reviews by 
Commerce and the Commission, effective February 12, 2016, Commerce issued a continuation 

of the antidumping and countervailing duty orders on imports of MCBs from China and 
Mexico.13 

Previous and related investigations 

MCBs have not been the subject of any prior related antidumping or countervailing duty 

investigations in the United States. 

Commerce’s five-year reviews 

Commerce is conducting expedited reviews with respect to the orders on imports of 

MCBs from China and Mexico and intends to issue the final results of these reviews based on 
the facts available not later than May 4, 2021.14 Commerce’s Issues and Decision Memoranda, 

published concurrently with Commerce’s final results, will contain complete and up-to-date 
information regarding the background and history of the orders, including scope rulings, duty 

absorption, changed circumstances reviews, and anti-circumvention. Upon publication, a 

complete version of the Issues and Decision Memoranda can be accessed at 
http://enforcement.trade.gov/frn/. The Issues and Decision Memoranda will also include any 

decisions that may have been pending at the issuance of this report. Any foreign 
producers/exporters that are not currently subject to the antidumping and countervailing duty 

orders on imports of MCBs from China and Mexico are noted in the sections titled “The original 
investigations” and “U.S. imports,” if applicable. 

 
 

12 81 FR 5484, February 2, 2016. 
13 81 FR 7502, February 12, 2016. 
14 Letter from Melissa G. Skinner, Senior Director, AD/CVD Operations, Enforcement and Compliance, 

U.S. Department of Commerce to Nannette Christ, Director of Investigations, February 22, 2021.  
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The product 

Commerce’s scope 

Commerce has defined the scope as follows: 

Imports covered by the orders consist of certain chemically bonded (resin 

or pitch), MCBs with a magnesia component of at least 70 percent 
magnesia (“MgO”) by weight, regardless of the source of raw materials 

for the MgO, with carbon levels ranging from trace amounts to 30 
percent by weight, regardless of enhancements, (for example, MCBs can 

be enhanced with coating, grinding, tar impregnation or coking, high 

temperature heat treatments, anti-slip treatments or metal casing) and 
regardless of whether or not anti-oxidants are present (for example, 

antioxidants can be added to the mix from trace amounts to 15 percent 
by weight as various metals, metal alloys, and metal carbides). 15 

U.S. tariff treatment16 

MCBs have been imported under various provisions of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 

of the United States (‘‘HTSUS’’ or “HTS”), depending upon mineralogical and chemical 
compositions and types and extents of processing. HTS subheading 6902.10.10 includes 

magnesite refractory bricks, blocks, tiles, and similar ceramic articles. The provision’s article 
description and superior text suggest that magnesite is the constituent that determines the 

good’s essential character in order for a good to be included within this subheading; it must 
also contain by weight, either together or separately, more than 50 percent oxides of 

magnesium, calcium, or chromium, due to the superior text above this subheading. HTS 

subheading 6902.10.50 includes refractory products not containing magnesite, but otherwise 
having the same specified chemical contents.17 Pursuant to note 1 to the chapter (which is an 

international requirement), these two HTS subheadings include only refractories that are fired 

 
 

15 81 FR 7502, February 12, 2016. 
16 Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on Magnesia Carbon Bricks from China and 

Mexico, Investigation Nos. 701-TA-468 and 731-TA-1166-1167 (Review), USITC Publication 4589, January 
2016 (“First review publication”), pp. I-4 – I-5; and 81 FR 7502, February 12, 2016. 

17 See also: U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”), “Tariff Classification of Ceramic Refractory 
Bricks from China,” Customs Rulings Online Search System (“CROSS”) Ruling N144946, August 19, 2011; 
“Tariff Classification of Ceramic Refractory Bricks from China,” CROSS Ruling N137857, August 19, 2011. 
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after shaping. Two more specific statistical reporting numbers in chapter 68 cover refractories 

(including MCBs) that are chemically bonded rather than fired. There are two more specific 
statistical reporting numbers for refractories (including MCBs) that are chemically bonded 

rather than fired. HTS 6815.91.0010 includes articles of magnesite (magnesium carbonate), 
dolomite (calcium-magnesium carbonate), or chromite (iron-chromium oxide), containing by 

weight more than 70 percent magnesia, less than 30 percent carbon, and chemically bonded by 

resin or pitch. HTS 6815.99.4010 includes articles of other mineral substances (not of talc, 
steatite, or soapstone18) having the same specified chemical contents. MCBs may also be 

imported under more general statistical reporting numbers that cover many other products 
beyond in-scope MCBs. HTS 6815.91.0070 includes articles of magnesite, dolomite, or chromite 

but without content requirements for magnesia, carbon, or resin or pitch. HTS 6815.99.4070 
includes articles of other mineral substances (not of talc, steatite, or soapstone) also without 

content requirements for magnesia, carbon, or resin or pitch. MCBs originating in either China 

or Mexico enter the U.S. market at a column 1-general duty rate of “Free” for HTS subheadings 
6815.91.00, 6815.99.40, 6902.10.10, and 6902.10.50.19  

As of September 24, 2018, MCBs originating in China are subject to an additional 10 
percent ad valorem duty (that was subsequently increased to 25 percent ad valorem as of May 

10, 2019) imposed by the Office of the United States Trade Representative (“USTR”), under 

Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended.20 See also U.S. notes 20(e), 20(f), and 20(l) to 

 
 

18 Commerce’s scope specifies a magnesia content exceeding that for products classifiable under HTS 
subheading 6815.99.20 for articles of talc (a hydrous magnesium silicate mineral), steatite (a mineral 
variety of talc) and soapstone (talc schist, a metamorphic rock consisting of talc and lesser amounts of 
other minerals) that are cut or sawed, or in blanks, crayons, cubes, disks or other forms. Rather, the 
magnesia content in talc is approximately 63.4 percent by weight. Staff calculations from atomic and 
molecular weights available in National Institute of Standards and Technology (“NIST”), “NIST Chemistry 
WebBook, SRD 69, Search for Species Data by Chemical Name,” ©2018, 
https://webbook.nist.gov/chemistry/name-ser/, retrieved February 2, 2021. 

19 HTSUS (2021) Basic Revision 1, USITC Publication 5177, March 2021, pp. 68-10, 68-11, 69-4, and 
69-21. 

20 19 U.S.C. § 2411. HTS subheadings 6815.91.00, 6815.99.40, 6902.10.10, and 6902.10.50 were 
included in the USTR’s third enumeration (“Tranche 3” or “List 3”) of products originating in China that 
became subject to the additional 10 percent ad valorem duties (Annexes A and C of 83 FR 47974, 
September 21, 2018) as of September 24, 2018. Escalation of this duty to 25 percent ad valorem was 
rescheduled from January 1, 2019 (Annex B of 83 FR 47974, September 21, 2018) to March 2, 2019 (83 
FR 65198, December 19, 2018), but was subsequently postponed until further notice (84 FR 7966, March 
5, 2019), and then was implemented as of May 10, 2019 (84 FR 20459, May 9, 2019). A subsequent 
modification was provided for subject goods exported from China prior to May 10, 2019 not to be 

(continued...) 
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subchapter III of HTS chapter 99.21 As of March 17, 2021,22 USTR has not granted any 

exemptions for MCBs from the Section 301 duties. MCBs are not subject to an additional ad 
valorem national security import duty under Section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, as 

amended.23  

Description and uses24 

MCBs date back in the late-1970s25 as “basic” (alkaline-resistant) refractory products,26 

consisting mostly of magnesia along with carbon, to provide thermal, chemical corrosion, and 

mechanical abrasion resistance for equipment linings exposed to the harsh, high-temperature 
operating conditions when directly in contact with molten metal and slags, as occurs during 

iron and steel manufacturing. MCBs are mainly used in the production of steel and demand for 
MCBs is driven by the level of steel production. Commenting on these observations noted in 

 
(…continued) 
subject to the escalated 25 percent duty as long as such goods entered into the United States prior to 
June 1, 2019 (84 FR 21892, May 15, 2019). USTR proposed raising this additional duty from 25 percent to 
30 percent on such products imported from China, on or after October 1, 2019 (Annex C – (List 3 - $200 
Billion Action), Part 1, of 84 FR 46212, September 3, 2019). 

21 HTSUS (2021) Basic Revision 1, USITC Publication 5177, March 2021, pp. 99-III-23 – 99-III-24, 99-III-
41, 99-III-54, and 99-III-241 – 99-III-248. 

22 USITC, “Harmonized Tariff Information,” March 17, 2021, 
https://www.usitc.gov/harmonized_tariff_information, retrieved March 18, 2021. 

23 19 U.S.C. 1862. As of March 23, 2018, most steel mill products are subject to 25 percent ad 
valorem Section 232 import duties, with duty exemptions and quota exemption limits for imports 
originating in certain U.S. trade partners. For further information, see U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (“CBP”), “Trade Remedies, Information on Trade Remedy Questions and Resources, Section 
232 Trade Remedies on Aluminum and Steel,” no date, https://www.cbp.gov/trade/programs-
administration/trade-remedies#, retrieved March 24, 2021. 

24 Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on first review publication, pp. I-4 – I-5; and 81 
FR 7502, February 12, 2016. 

25 Previously, other refractory products for lining basic oxygen furnaces included dolomite (calcium-
magnesium carbonate), chrome-magnesite or magnesium-chrome, and high-purity magnesia. Sarna, 
Satyendra Kumar, “Refractories for Basic Oxygen Furnaces,” IspatGuru, August 28, 2014, 
https://www.ispatguru.com/refractories-for-basic-oxygen-furnace/. 

26 Basic refractory products are formulated to be resistant to the highly corrosive, strongly alkaline 
molten slags at elevated temperatures, as generated by the production and refining of iron and steel. 
Harbison-Walker Refractories Co. (“HWRC”), Harbison-Walker Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, p. 
CR-2, https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf; and Sarna, “Refractories and Classification of 
Refractories,” IspatGuru, April 30, 2017, https://www.ispatguru.com/refractories-and-classification-of-
refractories/. 
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both the original investigations27 and first five-year reviews28 (figure I-1), the domestic 

interested parties note that demand for MCBs continues to rise and fall with the level of steel 
production in 2020 (figure I-2).29 MCBs are available in many different grades with various 

levels of magnesia, carbon, and other materials, depending upon the specific end-use 
applications (figure I-3).30 The high-temperature resistance properties of MTBs depend upon 

both the high content and high purity (less than 0.3 percent silica31) of the magnesia, which 

itself has a very high melting point (of 2,800⁰ C or 5,070⁰ F), along with both high thermal 
conductivity and high thermal expansion.32 The high carbon content (typically 8-30 percent, but 

more commonly 10-20 percent33) of MCBs is achieved with the addition of graphite flakes, 

 
 

27 In the original investigations, the Commission found that apparent U.S. consumption of MCBs 
followed a similar trend to that of U.S. crude steel production, which fluctuated upward between 
January 2007 and August 2008, then decreased between August 2008 and April 2009 during the global 
recession, followed by an upward turn between April 2009 and April 2010. Original publication, pp. 14 
and II-9. 

28 In its first five-year reviews, the Commission noted that the factors affecting buying patterns and 
demand for MCBs “largely remained unchanged since the original investigations.” First review 
publication, p. 14. 

29 The domestic interested parties noted that overall demand for steel products has fluctuated during 
2020, being strong at the beginning of the year, falling off during the middle part of the year due to a 
slowdown in the economy because of the coronavirus epidemic, and then improving over the past 
several months. Domestic interested parties’ response to notice of institution, February 3, 2021, p. 9. 
See also: NASDAC.com, “US Steel Output on an Upswing: Demand Revival Buoys Prospects,” October 7, 
2020, attached as exh. 8 to Ibid. 

30 Steelmakers use several types of refractory bricks to line their furnaces and ladles, because wear 
and replacement rates of the refractory bricks vary significantly based on the type of steel being 
produced, individual furnaces or ladle, and the differing performance requirements of specific surface 
areas of the steel furnaces or ladle. More specifically, MCBs only line the most demanding areas of the 
furnace or ladles, principally along the slag lines and at the top of the steel vessel where active chemical 
processes occur, and impurities and waste tend to aggregate. Other less costly products line the bottom 
and lower sides of furnaces and ladles where slag conditions are less aggressive and will wear out at 
lower rates. MCBs and the other refractory bricks are strategically placed in the ladle so that the overall 
wear on the ladle lining is even and provides the lowest unit cost per ton of steel produced. Original 
publication, pp. 1-9 – I-10. 

31 Sarna, “Refractory Lining of a Basic Oxygen Furnace,” March 28, 2013, 
https://www.ispatguru.com/refractory-lining-of-a-basic-oxygen-furnace/. 

32 HWRC, Harbison-Walker Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, p. CR-3, 
https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf; and Sarna, “Basic Shaped Refractories,” IspatGuru, 
February 18, 2015, https://www.ispatguru.com/basic-shaped-refractories/. 

33 HWRC, Harbison-Walker Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, p. CR-4, 
https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf; and Sarna, “Basic Shaped Refractories,” IspatGuru, 
February 18, 2015, https://www.ispatguru.com/basic-shaped-refractories/. 
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which provides both (1) high thermal conductivity to promote resistance to spalling 

(fragmentation or shattering) by reducing internal thermal stresses as the refractory product 
undergoes wide-ranging temperature changes and (2) low surface adherence (“wettability”) to 

resist the molten slag from penetrating and corroding the refractory product.34 Powdered 
aluminum, silicon, or other metals are additives that prevent oxidation and dissolution of the 

carbon from contact with the molten slag by forming metal carbides.35 The iron and steel 

industry considers MCBs as the most durable of refractory bricks for lining the lower and upper 
sidewalls, slag lines, and roofs of transfer ladles, ladle metallurgy furnaces, basic oxygen 

(decarburation) furnaces, and electric-arc (melting) furnaces.36 
 

Figure I-1 
Annual U.S. crude steel production, 2007-2020 

 
Source: World Steel Association ("WSA"), Table 1: Total production of crude steel, in Steel Statistical 
Yearbook, various years, p. 1, https://www.worldsteel.org/steel-by-topic/statistics/steel-statistical-
yearbook.html; and "2020 Steel Production by Country, Data Table," 2021 press releases, 
https://www.worldsteel.org/media-centre/press-releases/2021.html; and 2020 press releases, 
https://www.worldsteel.org/media-centre/press-releases/2020.html, retrieved March 25, 2021. 

 
 

34 HWRC, Harbison-Walker Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, pp. CR-5 – CR-6, 
https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf; and Sarna, “Carbon Based Refractories,” IspatGuru, 
March 9, 2015, https://www.ispatguru.com/carbon-based-refractories/. 

35 HWRC, Harbison-Walker Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, p. CR-6, 
https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf; and Sarna, “Carbon Based Refractories,” IspatGuru, 
March 9, 2015, https://www.ispatguru.com/carbon-based-refractories/. 

36 Original publication, pp. I-9 – I-10; first review publication, p. I-4; and HWRC, Harbison-Walker 
Handbook of Refractory Practice, 2005, pp. CR-4 – CR-5, https://www.somitmurni.com/Handbook.pdf. 
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Figure I-2 
Monthly U.S. crude steel production, January-December 2020 

 
Source: World Steel Association ("WSA"), "2020 Steel Production by Country, Data Table," 2021 press 
releases, https://www.worldsteel.org/media-centre/press-releases/2021.html; and 2020 press releases, 
https://www.worldsteel.org/media-centre/press-releases/2020.html, retrieved March 25, 2021. 
 

Figure I-3 
MCBs: Typical zonal lining of a basic oxygen furnace 

 
Source: Sarna, Satyendra Kumar, “Refractories for Basic Oxygen 
Furnaces,” IspatGuru, August 28, 2014, 
https://www.ispatguru.com/refractories-for-basic-oxygen-furnace/. 
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Manufacturing process37 

The magnesia for MCBs is derived from three sources: (1) naturally occurring 

magnesium carbonate (magnesite) mined from ore deposits; (2) sea-water magnesium 
produced by firing magnesium hydroxide extracted from sea water; or (3) brine magnesia 

produced from high-salt concentrates from deep-water wells. The raw material is then 
processed into either sintered (“dead-burned”) magnesia, by heating below its melting point 

both to drive off water and carbon dioxide, as well as to increase its density, or fused magnesia 

by heating into a molten state for an extended period before cooling.   
The sintered or fused magnesia is subsequently crushed, ground, and screened. It is 

then mixed with other materials, including resin binders, graphite, and metallic additives 
specific for the type of brick being produced. The mixed material is placed in a press for forming 

into individual custom-shaped bricks. Afterwards, the bricks are heated in either batch or 
tunnel ovens to set the resin binders. Finally, the finished bricks are packaged for shipment. 

The industry in the United States 

U.S. producers 

During the final phase of the original investigations, the Commission received U.S. 
producer questionnaires from three firms (ANH Refractories Company (“ANH”), Magnesita, and 

Resco). These firms accounted for approximately *** percent of production of MCBs in the 
United States during 2009.38 

During the first five year reviews, the domestic interested parties provided a list of four 
known U.S. producers of MCBs during 2014.39 The domestic interested parties’ response to the 

Commission’s notice of institution in those reviews included requested U.S. industry data for  

 
 

37 Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on original publication, pp. I-10 – I-14; and first 
review publication, p. I-4. 

38 Investigation Nos. 701-TA-468 and 731-TA-1166-1167 (Final): Certain Magnesia Carbon Bricks from 
China and Mexico, Confidential Report, INV-HH-080, August 13, 2010, as revised in INV-HH-084, August 
24, 2010 (“Original confidential report”), p. III-1. A fourth U.S. producer, ***. Ibid. 

39 First review publication, p. I-10. 
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three domestic producers (Harbison Walker (formerly ANH), Magnesita, and Resco) that 

accounted for approximately *** percent of estimated U.S. production of MCBs in 2014.40 
In response to the Commission’s notice of institution in these current reviews, domestic 

interested parties provided a list of four known and currently operating U.S. producers of 
MCBs. Three firms (Harbison Walker, Magnesita, and Resco) providing U.S. industry data in 

response to the Commission’s notice of institution accounted for approximately *** percent of 

production of MCBs in the United States during 2020.41 

Recent developments 

Domestic interested parties identified the same four firms as domestic MCB producers 

that were reported in the original investigations: Harbison Walker, formerly known as ANH;42 
Magnesita; Resco; and TYK America.43 44 Since the Commission’s last five-year reviews, the 

domestic interested parties reported production process upgrades and capacity expansions, 
along with measures undertaken and challenges encountered to remain operating during the 

ongoing Covid-19 epidemic. 

Table I-2 presents events in the U.S. industry since the last five-year reviews. 

 
 

40 Investigation Nos. 701-TA-468 and 731-TA-1166-1167 (Review): Certain Magnesia Carbon Bricks 
from China and Mexico, Confidential Report, INV-NN-076, October 26, 2015 (“First review confidential 
report”), pp. I-2 and I-14 and table I-1. 

41 Domestic interested parties’ response to the notice of institution, February 3, 2021, exh. 1-2; and 
domestic interested parties’ supplemental response to the notice of institution, March 4, 2021, exh. 1. 

42 In January 2015, the former ANH announced its new corporate name, “HarbisonWalker 
International Inc.” HarbisonWalker International Press Release, “HarbisonWalker International, a 
familiar name with a new direction,” January 16, 2015, https://thinkhwi.com/harbisonwalker-
international-a-familiar-name-with-a-new-direction-2/, retrieved March 17, 2021. 

43 Domestic interested parties’ response to the notice of institution, February 3, 2021, pp. 3-4, and 
31; and original publication, p. III-2. 

44 Although not a petitioner in the original investigations nor a responding U.S. producer to the notice 
of institution in these second five-year reviews, TYK America, which produces refractory bricks at its 
facility in Clariton, Pennsylvania, ***. Domestic interested parties’ response to the notice of institution, 
February 3, 2021, p. 31 and exh. 2. 
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Table I-2 
MCBs: Recent developments in the U.S. industry, since January 2015  

Item  Firm Event 

Upgrade Harbison Walker 2016: Expended $1.5 million of capital investment to install new 
technologies for enhancing the raw materials handling capabilities 
at its facility in White Cloud, Michigan, that produces refractory 
bricks for the steel industry. 

Upgrade Magnesita September 2018: Received a state grant of $300 million from the 
Redevelopment Assistance Capital Program (“RACP”) to construct 
a new building for the new raw material crushing equipment 
installed at its facility in York, Pennsylvania. 

Expansion Harbison Walker May 2019: Announced capital investment plans, totaling $9 million, 
to upgrade and expand the existing production capacity by 25 
percent at its facility in White Cloud, Michigan. 

Expansion Harbison Walker July 2019: Completed the first phase of expansion at its facility in 
White Cloud, Michigan, that included a 35-percent expansion of 
production and warehousing floor space and the installation of new 
advanced manufacturing and hydraulic press technologies. 

Upgrade Resco January 2020: Completed (1) state-of-the-art batching systems to 
replace dated electrical equipment and (2) software upgrades to 
control systems to enhance quality consistency and optimize mix 
times of raw materials at its facility in Hammond, Indiana. 

Contingency 
measures 

Resco March and June 2020: Announced (1) decision (in March) and (2) 
measures undertaken (in June) for production facilities to remain 
operating during the ongoing Covid-19 epidemic. 

Contingency 
measures 

Harbison Walker March and October 2020: Announced (1) state approval (in March) 
and (2) measures undertaken (in October) for production facilities 
to remain operating during the ongoing Covid-19 epidemic. 

Raw materials 
shortage 

Magnesita Fourth-quarter 2020 and first-quarter 2021: The facility in York, 
Pennsylvania remained operating during the ongoing Covid-19 
epidemic, but a supply shortage of dead-burned magnesite (“DBM”) 
arose during ongoing rotary kiln repairs (in fourth-quarter 2020) due 
to increased raw material demand for producing MCB bricks and 
magnesia mixes. Sourcing additional domestic supplies and 
building-up inventories were anticipated to resolve the supply 
shortage of DBM by March 2021. 

Sources: 
HarbisonWalker, “HWI Announces Investments in US Steel Industry,” press release, May 16, 2017, 
https://thinkhwi.com/hwi-announces-investments-us-steel-industry/, retrieved March 4, 2021; 
Refractories Window, “RHI Magnesita York Factory Receives $300 million Grants from State Program,” 
September 14, 2018, 
http://www.refwin.com/news/NewsDetail/12088/1/RHIMagnesitaYorkfactoryreceives%24300milliongrantsf
romstateprogram;jsessionid=2E6E0BC5B40F450AFEFAA8AF279A9520, retrieved March 5, 2021; 
Coyne, Justine, “HarbisonWalker Scaling Up US Refractories Output to Meet Higher Steel Demand,” S&P 
Global Platts, May 7, 2019, https://www.spglobal.com/platts/en/market-insights/latest-
news/metals/050719-harbisonwalker-scaling-up-us-refractories-output-to-meet-higher-steel-demand, 
retrieved March 4, 2021; 
Area Development, “HarbisonWalker International Expands White Cloud, Michigan Manufacturing 
Complex,” July 22, 2019, https://www.areadevelopment.com/newsItems/7-22-2019/harbisonwalker-
international-white-cloud-michigan.shtml, retrieved March 4, 2021; 
HarbisonWalker, “HarbisonWalker International Celebrates New Investments in White Cloud, Michigan 
Manufacturing Facility,” news release, July 25, 2019, https://thinkhwi.com/2844-2/, retrieved March 4, 
2021; 
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Resco, “Upgrading Batching Systems & Software,” blog post, January 16, 2020, 
https://www.rescoproducts.com/blog/show/upgrading-batching-systems-software, retrieved March 5, 
2021; 
Resco, “Resco Products COVID-19 Response,” blog post, March 20, 2020, 
https://www.rescoproducts.com/blog/show/resco-products-responds-to-covid-19, retrieved March 5, 2021; 
Resco, “Resco Products COVID-19 Update,” blog post, June 3, 2020, 
https://www.rescoproducts.com/blog/show/resco-products-covid-19-update, retrieved March 5, 2021; 
HarbisonWalker, “HWI is Fully Operational,” news release, March 23, 2020, https://thinkhwi.com/hwi-fully-
operational/, retrieved March 5, 2021; 
HarbisonWalker, “COVID-19 Update – October 2020,” news release, October 15, 2020, 
https://thinkhwi.com/covid-19-update-october-2020/, retrieved March 5, 2021; 
Magnesita, “How RHI Magnesita Deals with COVID-19,” March 18, 2020, 
https://www.rhimagnesita.com/how-rhi-magnesita-deals-with-covid-19/, retrieved March 5, 2021; and 
Magnesita, “Counteractions to COVID-19 Supply Chain Challenges,” no date, 
https://www.rhimagnesita.com/counteractions-to-covid-19-supply-chain-challenges/#york, retrieved March 
5, 2021. 

U.S. producers’ trade and financial data 

The Commission asked domestic interested parties to provide trade and financial data in 

their response to the notice of institution in the current five-year reviews.45 Table I-3 presents a 
compilation of the trade and financial data submitted from all responding U.S. producers in the 

original investigations and subsequent five-year reviews.  

 
 

45 Individual company trade and financial data are presented in app. B. 
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Table I-3 
MCBs: Trade and financial data submitted by U.S. producers, 2009, 2014, and 2020 

Item 2009 2014 2020 

Capacity (short tons) 114,241 134,529 123,584 

Production (short tons) 49,997 86,553 77,507 

Capacity utilization (percent) 43.8 64.3 62.7 
U.S. shipments: 
     Quantity (short tons) 42,243 80,184 74,234 

     Value ($1,000) 53,933 114,284 143,199 

     Unit value (per short ton) $1,277 $1,425 $1,929 

Net sales ($1,000) *** *** *** 

COGS ($1,000) *** *** *** 

COGS/net sales (percent) *** *** *** 

Gross profit (loss) ($1,000) *** *** *** 

SG&A expenses ($1,000) *** *** *** 

Operating income (loss) ($1,000) *** *** *** 
Operating income (loss)/net sales 
(percent) *** *** *** 

Note: For a discussion of data coverage, please see “U.S. producers” section. 

 

Source: For the years 2009 and 2014, data are compiled using data submitted in the Commission’s 

original investigations and first five-year reviews, respectively. For the year 2020, data are compiled using 

data submitted by domestic interested parties. Domestic interested parties’ response to the notice of 

institution, February 3, 2021, exh. 1; and domestic interested parties’ supplemental response to the notice 

of institution, March 4, 2021, exh. 1. 

Definitions of the domestic like product and domestic industry 

The domestic like product is defined as the domestically produced product or products 

which are like, or in the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and uses with, the 

subject merchandise. The domestic industry is defined as the U.S. producers as a whole of the 
domestic like product, or those producers whose collective output of the domestic like product 

constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production of the product. Under the 
related parties provision, the Commission may exclude a U.S. producer from the domestic 

industry for purposes of its injury determination if “appropriate circumstances” exist.46   

 
 

46 Section 771(4)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(B). 
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In its original determinations and its expedited first five-year review determinations, the 

Commission defined a single domestic like product consisting of MCBs that are within 
Commerce’s scope and it defined the domestic industry as all producers of the domestic like 

product, MCBs.47 

U.S. imports and apparent U.S. consumption 

U.S. importers 

During the final phase of the original investigations, the Commission received U.S. 
importer questionnaires from 12 firms, which accounted for approximately 60 percent of total 

U.S. imports of MCBs from China and 100 percent of total U.S. imports of MCBs from Mexico 

during 2009.48 Import data presented in the original investigations are based on questionnaire 
responses. 

Although the Commission did not receive responses from any respondent interested 
parties in its first five-year reviews, the domestic interested parties provided a list of 16 firms 

that may have imported MCBs from China and Mexico at that time.49 Import data presented in 

the first reviews are derived from *** filtered to include companies identified as importers of 
MCBs by the domestic interested parties during that proceeding. 

Although the Commission did not receive responses from any respondent interested 
parties in these current reviews, in its response to the Commission’s notice of institution, the 

domestic interested parties provided a list of 21 potential U.S. importers of MCBs from China 
and Mexico.50 Import data presented in the current five-year reviews are based on official 

Commerce statistics. 

U.S. imports 

Table I-4 presents the quantity, value, and unit value of U.S. imports from China and 
Mexico, as well as the other top sources of U.S. imports (shown in descending order of 2020 

imports by quantity). 

 
 

47 86 FR 126, January 4, 2021. 
48 Original publication, p. IV-1. 
49 First review publication, p. I-13. 
50 Domestic interested parties’ response to the notice of institution, February 3, 2021, exh. 3. 
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